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FOREWORD

This report describes a series of studies carried out to determine the effect of issuing
hardship licenses to drivers whose licenses were suspended for drinking/driving offenses. The
specific effects studied were the general deterrence value of license suspensions for the driving
public at large, (2) the specific deterrence value of suspensions for convicted drinking drivers,
(3) the willingness of courts to convict drinking drivers, and (4) the ability of convicted drivers
to retain employment.

This study of hardship licensing was carried out under the direction of Dr. Robert B. Voas,
who served as principal investigator throughout the entire project. In addition to exercising
overall management, Dr. Voas was also responsible for design of the several studies carried
out within the project as well as the interpretation of results and for writing the final report.
In each of these efforts he was assisted by Dr. 4. James McKnight who also performed most of
the statistical analyses.

Others on the NPSRI staff participating in the study were Mr. A. Scott McKnight who was
responsible for most of the data processing, Mr. Michael P. Sadoff who handled transfer data
from State files to a form suitable for analysis, Mrs. Yvonne P. Mattocks and Mrs. Ruth Freitas
who prepared various portions of the manuscript, and Mrs. Nancy Campbell who edited the
completed report.

Analysis of the 1.2 million driver records in the New Jersey study of general deterrents
was carried out by National Con-Serve Inc., under subcontract. Mr. Langston Spell and Mr.
Joseph Stangl performed the work.

Dr. Richard Compton served as Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative for the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and was later succeeded by Dr. Alfred J..
Farina. Both provided extremely valuable advice and assistance throughout the study.

The authors are indebted to the following individuals for the services indicated:

Dr. Philip M. Salzberg, Washington State Department of Licensing, for securing
and analyzing the data for and interpreting the results of the Washington study of
specific deterrents.

Mr. Edwin G. Lawler, New Jersey Division of Motor Vehicles, for handling the
mailout, and securing the data used in the New Jersey study of general deterrents,

Mpr. Stuart Napier, Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles, for supplying the data
used in the Virginia study of specific deterrents.

Major Harold J. Hammond, Alabama Driver Licensing Division, for supplying the
data used in the study of court operations.

Ms. Eileen E. Eckhart and Ms. Diane Diefendorfer, Pennsylvania Department of |
Transportation, and

Mr. Fred C. Schwendiman, Utah Highway Safety Division, Department of Motor
Vehicles, for collecting and forwarding the employment data used to assess the
effect of license suspension upon job loss.
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INTRODUCTION

Hardship or limited licensing attempts to apply the much feared penalty of loss of driving
privilege, while avoiding the potential economic consequences of job loss due to inability to
get to work or drive on the job. This report, funded by the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration under contract DTNH22-84-C-07292, describes the use of the limited license
by the States and assesses the impact of this reduced penalty in comparison to a full suspension
on general and specific deterrence of drunken driving. The report also examines whether the
use of limited licensing provides a safety valve for the courts, preventing the build-up of trial
delays or nol-prossed cases which frequently occur when a severe penalty--such as a long-term
license suspension--is mandated for the driving-while-impaired (DWI) offense. The study also
seeks to determine whether there is any justification for the concern frequently expressed by
judges that a full suspension will result in job loss.

Specifically, this research project had five major objectives with respect to the use of
hardship licensing as a penalty for DWI:

1. Determine the extent to which the 50 States used hardship licensing.

2. Determine whether the use of hardship licensing reduces the general deterrent
effect of the license penalty.

3. Determine whether the use of the hardship license reduces the specific
deterrence value of the license penalty.

4. Determine whether the unavailability of a hardship license produces problems
for the courts by increasing court backlogs and costs through delays, requests
for jury trials and other legal maneuvers which, in turn, result in pre-trial or
pre-sentencing procedures which avoid the implementation of license
suspension.

5. Determine whether, in fact, full-suspension of the driver’s license produces job
loss and economic hardship.

These objectives are discussed in the five sections which follow. The final major section
of this report summarizes the results and describes their implications for the issue of hardship
licensing.
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II

STATE HARDSHIP LICENSING PRACTICES

Although the public safety benefits of license suspension are well documented, the impact
on the individual of losing his/her driver’s license has rarely been examined. Nonetheless,
there is a persistent belief that license suspension produces serious hardship in many cases by
preventing the suspended individual from getting or keeping a job. Untested as it is, this belief
seems to have had considerable influence on the willingness of State legislatures to make
license revocation a mandatory penalty for first time DWI offenses and also on the willingness
of some courts to impose this penalty.

In recent years, however, public concern over drunken driving has resulted in new
legislation to strengthen the penalties for DWI offenses and in greater pressure on the courts
to impose these stricter sanctions. One tangible result of this increased concern has been the
enactment of administrative per se laws, which can provide for license suspension independent
of court action. Currently, 21 States have enacted such legislation (NHTSA, 1986).

The increased use of both administrative and judicial license suspensions as a sanction
for drunken driving offenses hasled to greater use of limited licenses to alleviate the perceived
hardship caused by full license suspension. In 1966, only 18 States had laws permitting limited
or hardship licenses to be granted. The number had increased to 22 by 1971 and to 38 by 1977
(English, 1977). Currently, 40 jurisdictions —39 States and the District of Columbia—hav
provisions for issuing hardship licenses to first-time drunken driving offenders.
Consequently, there may be a significant risk that some of the highway safety benefits gained
from the increased use of license suspensions will be offset by greater use of limited licenses.

OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURES

A survey of State hardship licensing laws by English (1983) concentrated on the content
of the various laws. However, both the State departments of motor vehicles (DMVs) and the
courts can have considerable freedom in interpreting the laws. Consequently, the actual
operating policies in a given State may display considerable variation and still be within the
requirements of the law.

The objective of the first study conducted under this contract was to summarize State
practices with respect to issuing hardship licenses. This summary has been published
separately (Voas and Meyer, 1986). It focused specifically on hardship licensing for individuals
convicted of drunken driving rather than other types of offenses.

To obtain the most up-to-date information about State licensing practices, letters were
sent to the directors of the State departments of motor vehicles (DMVs) describing the study
and requesting them to designate individuals who could serve as contacts for the study. A
contact was needed in each State to provide complete and accurate information about that
State’s hardship licensing practices. The response to this request was good; ultimately, a

1 Fewer States grant them to second offenders.
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contact for each jurisdiction was identified. Volume I (Voas and Meyer, 1986) contains the
names and addresses of these individuals.

Once contacts had been identified, a member of the project research team called each of
them and described the data required for the summary of State practices. The State contacts
then forwarded the requested information to the project staff, who established a file for each
jurisdiction. As might have been expected, the material provided by the States varied
considerably, partly as a result of differences in State data-keeping systems. Additional
variation in the material received was attributable to the extent to which the courts in the
several States were empowered to issue hardship licenses, and whether they could do so
without notifying the DMV. In those States where the courts were significantly involved in
the hardship licensing process, the DM Vs were less likely to have complete information and
statistics on the policies and practices.

FINDINGS

The heterogeneity of State laws and practices presented a major problem: to attempt to
include a full description of each State’s laws and policies in a single document would not be
likely to produce a useful report. It is very difficult to obtain an overview of State licensing
practices simply by reading each State’s legal and policy documents, or even by reading a
summary taken directly from those documents. Furthermore, because public attention and
pressures have recently been concentrated on decreasing drunken driving offenses, the laws
and procedures in this area have been and are changing rapidly.

This section summarizes the information provided by the State DMV contacts as of 1986
and attempts to illuminate both the similarities and differences among State practices.

- The following tables present some key data about State practices with respect to
alcohol-related offenses, the penzalties connected with them, and the issuance and
administration of hardship licenses.” The information displayed in summary form here is
elaborated in Volume I of this study.

Conditions Under Which Hardship Licenses are Issued

Table II-1 shows: the name used by each State for its special permit; the minimum period
(if any) of full suspension of driving privileges for first offense DWI; whether the State
suspends (or revokes) the driver’s license under administrative per se laws; and, whether there
are some offenses, the commission of which precludes issuance of a hardship license. Of the
50 States plus the District of Columbia, 40 jurisdictions grant hardship licenses to DWIs whose
licenses would otherwise be suspended or revoked.

States use eight terms — and several additional variations of them —to denote the special
permits granted to drivers who have committed alcoholrelated offenses. Most of these terms
are the same as those used for special licenses granted to drivers who have committed other
types of traffic offenses. In one case, however, the term used indicates its alcohol-related
offense origin: Virginia calls its hardship license an "ASAP Restricted Permit."

2 Some States issue hardship licenses following other types of traffic offenses, but not after alcohol-related offenses. This report
concerns only hardship licenses available to drivers who commit an alcohol-related offense for the first time.
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TABLE 1I-1
CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE HARDSHIP LICENSING PROGRAMS
ﬁ’I‘ATE HARDSHIP| NAME OF HARDSHIP OR| MINIMUM |HAS ADMIN. PER | OFFENSES AFTER WHICH NO
LICENSE |RESTRICTED PERMIT SUSP. SE LAW SUSP. HARDSHIP PERMIT ALLOWED

Alabama No
Alaska Yes Limited License 30 days Yes Refusal
Arizona Yes Hardship License 30 days No
Arkansas Yes Work Permit None No
California Yes Restricted Permit None No
Colorado Yes Probationary Lic. None Yes
Connecticut No
Delaware Yes Conditional Lic. 90 days * Yes
Dist. of Col. Yes Lim.Restr.Occ.Lic. None Yes Refusall
Florida Yes Hardship License None No
Georgia Yes Limited Driv. Per. None No
Hawaii Yes Restricted License 30 days No
Idaho Yes Restr. Driv. Per, None No Refusal
Illinois Yes Restr.Driv.Per. 30 days Yes
Indiana Yes Probat. Driv. Lic. 30 days Yes Refusal
Iowa Yes Work Permit None Yes

‘| Kansas Yes Restr. License 21 days No
Kentucky No .
Louisiana Yes Hardship License 30 days Yes
Maine Yes Work-Restr. Lic. None Yes
Maryland Yes Restr. License None No
Massachusetts Yes Limited License 30 days No Refusal
Michigan Yes - Restr. License None No
Minnesota Yes Limited License None Yes
Mississippi Yes Hard/Restr. License 45 days Yes
Missouri Yes Limited Hard. Lic. None Yes
Montana Yes Probationary Lic. 90 days No
Nebraska No .
Nevada Yes Restr. License 45 days Yes
New Hampshire No
New Jersey No
New Mexico Yes Limited License 90 days1 Yei Per Se & Refusal
New York Yes Conditjonal Lic. None No Refusal
North Carolina Yes Limited Driv. Priv None Yes
North Dakota Yes Temp. Restr. Lic. 30 days Yes Refusal
Ohio Yes Occupational Lic. None Yes* :
Oklahoma Yes Occupational Lic. 6 mos. Yes DUI conviction
Oregon Yes Occupaional Lic. None Yes
Pennsylvania No
Rhode Island No
South Carolina Yes Provisional Lic. None No
South Dakota Yes Restr.Driv. Lic. None No
Tennessee Yes Limit/Restr. Lic. None No DWI w/death or injury
Texas Yes Occupational Lic. None No
Utah No
Vermont No
Virginia Yes ASAP Restr. Permit None No
Washington Yes Occupational Lic. None No
West Virginia No Yes
Wisconsin Yes Occupational Lic. None No
Wyoming Yes Probationary Lic. None Yes

. _/

1. Applies to some offenses or
2. TemQ;)
2. New

ense s of suspension, but not all.
rary suspension is mandated for repeat offenders within 5 years.
ork only issues hardship licenses after an alcohol test refusal if there is a related alcohol conviction.
License suspension limited to certain conditions (e.g., 2nd offense, serious injury accidents.
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Of the 40 jurisdictions which issue hardship licenses, 25 do not require a period of total
suspension of driving privileges. The minimum full-suspension periods of the remaining States
vary from 30 days to 90 days. In a number of States, the length of the full-suspension period
varies depending on the offense committed. The periods cited in the table are the shortest
required; the lengths of other suspension periods are noted in Volume I of this study.

Of the 40 States which issue limited licenses to first offense drinking drivers, 10 have
special prohibitions on issuing limited licenses:

e Oklahoma — prohibits a hardship license if the individual is convicted in court, but
permits it if the license is suspended under the administrative per se law,

e Tennessee —does not provide a hardship license to an offender whose conviction
resulted from an accident involving death or injury,

e New Mexico—does not grant hardship permits after a per se law offense or a
chemical test refusal,

e Alaska, Idaho, Indiana, New York, North Dakota, the District of Columbia and
Massachusetts — do not issue hardship licenses to chemical test refusers.

These regulations appear to be directed at motivating offenders to submit to the breath
test. No State which provides hardship licenses for DWIs prohibits issuing such licenses to
drivers who are suspended as a result of taking the test and producing a result over the per se
limit.

Reasons for Granting Hardship Licenses

Table II-2 shows the major criteria used in granting hardship licenses, whether
participation in a treatment/education program is required to be eligible for a limited license,
and whether hardship licenses are granted to repeat offenders as well as first offenders.

Only 34 jurisdictions specify criteria for granting (or withholding) hardship licenses, and
three of these note only that the decision is left to the court’s discretion. Of the remainder, 27
specify that the applicant demonstrate his/her need to drive, whether for work-related
purposes or for other acceptable reasons, such as transportation for medical treatment or to
rehabilitation programs. Eleven require that the issuing authority determine that granting a
hardship license would not jeopardize public safety, and eleven (including five of those which
cite a safety requirement) require that the applicant have a good driving record prior to the
alcohol offense.

Twenty-seven of the States which issue hardship licenses have some requirement that the
offender participate in either an education or a rehabilitation program. There is considerable
variation as to whether:

e the program must be completed before the special permit will be issued;

o the reasons include enabling the offender to drive to and from program sessions;
and
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TABLE II-2 .
CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE HARDSHIP LICENSING PROGRAMS

STATE HARDSHIP MAJOR CRITERIA FOR REHABILITATION }II[SSUED ONLY TO |
| LICENSE HARDSHIP LICENSES PROGRAM REQUIREMT RST OFFENDERS
|
Alabama No
Alaska Yes Work need; public safety Not specified No
Arizona Yes No major injury;BAC.20 No No
Arkansas Yes Employed; need Yes Yes
California Yes On probation Yes Yes!
Colorado Yes Need;public safety;record No Yes
Connecticut No .
Delaware Yes Need; public safety Yes Yes
Dist. of Columbia Yes Need;public safety;record Yes No
Florida Yes Need Yes No
Georgia Yes Need Yes No
Hawaii | Yes Court’s discretion No Yes
Idaho Yes Need; rehabilitation Yes Yes
Illinois Yes Need;public safety;record Yes' Yes!
Indiana Yes Need;public safety;record Sometimes Yes
Iowa Yes Need No Yes
Kansas Yes Public safety; record Sometimes Yes
Kentucky No .
Louisiana Yes Need No No
Maine Yes Need; public safety Yes Yes!
Maryland Yes Need Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Need;pub.safety;treatment Yes Yes
Michigan Yes Need, sworn to under oath Sometimes No
Minnesota Yes Need, record; treatment Not specified Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes No
Missouri Yes Need; record Sometimes No
Montana Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska No
Nevada Yes Need;public saftey;record Not specified No
New Hampshire | No
New Jersey No
New Mexico Yes Sometimes Yes
New York Yes Need; has been convicted Yes No
North Carolina| Yes Need; employed; record Yes No
North Dakota Yes Yes No
Chio Yes Judge’s discretion Sometimes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Need; public safety No Yes
Oregon Yes Need Yes Yes
Pennsylvania No
Rhode Island No
South Carolina Yes Yes No
South Dakota Yes Need No No
Tennessee Yes Court’s discretion Not usuaily No
Texas Yes Need; record Yes Yes
Utah No
Vermont No
Virginia Yes Yes Yes
Washington Yes Need;record;valid license No No
West Virginia No
Wisconsin Yes Under suspension, revoc. No Yes
‘Wyoming Yes Need Yes Yes
- J

1. Applies to some offenses or types of suspension, but not all.
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e the hardship license will be cancelled if the offender doesn’t attend or doesn’t
make progress in the program.

The duration and content of the required programs also varies greatly from State to State
and within States. Most State laws simply require that an offender attend an approved
education or rehabilitation program.

Even in those States which do not require attendance of a program by statute, the courts
can generally direct offenders to attend a program as a condition of receiving a hardship
- license. In a few States, satisfactory completion of a rehabilitation program can offset some
of the penalties incurred —as, for example, when a license can be reinstated before the full
suspension period has elapsed if the program has been completed.

Twenty States generally do not issue hardship licenses to repeat offenders. Most of those
that do, make it more difficult for second offenders to acquire them. Several States that
provide hardship licenses for second offenders do not grant them to third offenders. There
also is a general tendency to require a longer period of full-suspension before a second DWI
offender is grahted a special permit. Thus, it appears that, although State legislatures are
generally sympathetic toward the hardship caused by suspending a driver’s license after a first
offense, they are less inclined to extend that sympathy to repeat offenders.

Types of Driving Permitted

Table II-3 shows the types of driving permitted with a hardship license, the results of
violating the conditions of the hardship license, and the results of violating other traffic laws.
Eleven of the States which grant hardship licenses either leave the determination of acceptable
driving purposes to the courts or the DMV or specify neither acceptable types of driving nor
who is to decide acceptability. The other 30 States all permit some driving in connection with
work —commuting, driving on the job, driving to seek work, or all three types. One
State — Michigan —specifically prohibits driving trucks or chauffeuring on a hardship license,
although other work-related types of driving are allowed.

Additional permitted types of driving vary greatly. A number of States allow driving to
and from school, medical facilities or rehabilitation programs. A few States also accept driving
to church, driving dependents on essential trips (such as medical visits) and other
miscellaneous types of driving as decided by either the courts or the department. Even the
most generous regulations, however, stipulate that the hardship license is available only to
allow needed transportation and to mitigate undue hardship; itis not to be used for recreational
driving.

As specified by law, the results of violating permit conditions range from cancellation or
revocation of the hardship license, through extension of the suspension or revocation period,
to fines and jail sentences. Most States simply revoke the special permit. A few impose extra
penalties or treat the violation as an additional offense. Some vary the penalties depending
on the seriousness of the violation.

Fourteen States impose the same penalties for violating permit conditions as for violating
other traffic laws. The two offenses are considered equivalent, insofar as the administration
of the hardship licensing program is concerned. Other States either specify somewhat
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TABLE 11-3

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE HARDSHIP LICENSING PROGRAMS

/~ STATE HAS HARDSHIP{ TYPES OF DRIVING PERMITTED| RESULTS O IT A
LICENSE WHILE USING HARD. LICENSED CONDH'[ONF\I;I%I},MATIONS W{’J]TSL%’I:}'&QE‘H ¢
Alabama No
Alaska Yes Determined by court Not specified Not specified
Arizona Yes To work, rarely other Jail, if convicted Not specified
Arkansas Yes To work Not specified Not specified
California Yes Work, treatment Like driving while rev Not specified
Colorado Yes Work, treatment, school Revocation Revocation
Connecticut No
Delaware Yes Work, specified other Revocation, extension Not specified
Dist. of Col. Yes Determined by Department Revocation, extension Revocation,extension
Florida Yes Work,school,church,med,other Revocation, extension Not specified
Georgia Yes Work, school, medical Revocation Revocation
Hawaii Yes Work, treatment Jail, fine, extension Not specified
Idaho Yes Work, treatment, other Revocation Revocation
Iltinois Yes Work, treatment, medical Revocation Revocation
Indiana Yes Work-related Revocation, extension Revocation,extension
lowa Yes Work,school,treat.,med,other Revocation Revocation
Kansas Yes Determined by court Revocation, extension Revocation,extension
Kentucky No
Louisiana Yes Work, treatment, other Revocation, extension Revocation,extension
Maine Yes Determined by department Revocation Not specified
Maryland Yes Work,school,treatment,med. Revocation Revocation
Massachusetts |  Yes Determined by Departmsent Not specified Not specified
Michigan Yes Go to work,school treat. Not specified Not specified
Minnesota Yes Work, school, treatment Suspension Not specified
Mississippi Yes Not specified Treated as new offense Not specified
Missouri Yes Work Not specified Revocation
Montana Yes Determined by department Revocation Not specified
Nebraska No
Nevada Yes Not specified Not specified Not specified
New Hampshirf No
New Jersey No
New Mexic Yes Work Suspension Suspension
New York 4 Yes Work, school, treat, other Not specified Revocation
North Carolin: Yes Work, specific routes Revocation Not specified
North Dakota Yes Work, other Revocation Not specified
Ohio Yes Determined by court Revocation Not specified
Oklahoma Yes Work Revocation Not specified
Oregon Yes Work, work search, treatment Revocation Note specified
Pennsylvania No
Rhode Island No
South Carolin Yes Determined by department Not specified Revocation,extension
South Dakota Yes Work Revocation Not specified
Tennessee Yes Work, school, specific other Revocation Revocation
Texas Yes Work Revocation, extension Revocation
Utah No
Vermont No
Virginia Yes Work,treatment,specif.times Revocation Not specified
Washington Yes Work, specific areas & routes Revocation Not specified
West Virginia No
Wisconsin Yes Work, church, treatment Revocation, extension Revocation,extension
\_ Wyoming Yes Determined by department Revoction Revocation Y,

5. Michigan specifically prohibits use of hardship licenses in conjunction with chauffeurs’ and truck drivers’ licenses.
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different penalties for violating traffic laws or let the penalties depend on the nature of the
offense committed.

Responsibility for Issuing Hardship Licenses

Table II-4 shows the agency that issues hardship licenses — the courts, the motor vehicle
department, or both—and whether an SR-22 "proof of future financial responsibility" (or its
equivalent) is required to get a hardship license or to reinstate the regular driver’s license.
Sixteen States give the function of granting hardship licenses to the courts. Nineteen allocate
it to the DMV. The remaining five either allow both agencies to issue special permits or divide
the function between them, depending on the offense committed.

With respect to demonstrating future financial responsibility, 19 States require offenders
to submit the SR-22 form to be granted a special permit and one requires it for some offenses
but not for others. Seventeen States—some of which, but not all, are the same as
above —require first offenders to file SR-22 (or comparable) forms before they can reinstate
their licenses in all cases. Five others require it after some, but not all, offenses.
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TABLE 114

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE HARDSHIP LICENSING PROGRAMS

7 STATE HAS HARDSHIP AGENCY ISSUING SR-22 NEEDED FOR SR-22 NEEDED FOR N
LICENSE HARDSHIP LICENSE HARDSHIP LICENSE REINSTATEMENT
Alabama No
Alaska Yes Both No Yes
Arizona Yes Court Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Department Yes’ Yes
California Yes Court No No
Colorado Yes Department No ! Yes!
Connecticut No
Delaware Yes Department No No
Dist. of Col. Yes Department No Yes
Florida Yes Both Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Court No No
Hawaii Yes Court No Yes
Idaho Yes Oour% Yes Yes
Illinois Yes Both Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Court No Yes
Iowa Yes Department Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Court Yes Yes
Kentucky No
Louisiana Yes Department No No
Maine Yes Department No No
Maryland Yes Department No No
Massachusetts Yes Department No No
Michigan Yes Court No No
Minnesota Yes Department No No
Mississippi Yes Court No Yes !
Missouri Yes Court Yes Yes
Montana Yes Department No® No 6
Nebraska No
Nevada Yes Department Yes Yes
New Hampshire No
New Jersey No
New Mexico Yes Department Yes No
New York Yes Department No No
North Carolina Yes Court No No
North Dakota Yes Department Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Both No® Yes'
Oklahoma Yes Department No No
Oregon Yes Department Yes Yes !
Pennsylvania No
Rhode Island No
South Carolina Yes Dcpe&rtment Yes1 Yes
South Dakota Yes Both Yes Yes !
Tennessee Yes Court Yes Yes
Texas Yes Court Yes Yes
Utah No
Vermont No
Virginia Yes Court Yes Yes
Washington Yes Department Yes No
West Virginia No :
Wisconsin Yes Court Yes No ¢
\_Wyoming Yes Department Yes Yes J

1. %?plies to some offenses or types of suspension, but not all.

2. q tt:l:e are rt:\;o types of permifs, one issued by the motor vehicle agency and the other

6. épl‘i:cgotg répeat offenders, but not first offenders. :

7. ust have applied foran SR-22 before the Work Permit is issued.

10
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I

THE GENERAL DETERRENCE EFFECTS OF HARDSHIP LICENSURE

License suspension, like any other punishment, is expected to have a broader effect than
simply restricting the driving of those whose licenses have been suspended. The mere prospect
of having one’s license suspended is expected to deter the general motoring public from these
behaviors likely to lead to license suspension, including driving while intoxicated. If this
expectation were realized, it would extend the deterrent effect of license suspension to the
entire motoring public. The potential contribution to the public’s safety to be gained in this
way far outstrips that obtainable from the direct effect on those drivers who have been
suspended.

BENEFITS OF GENERAL DETERRENCE

There is general agreement that the most immediate and extensive reductions in
drinking-driving behavior can be achieved by programs directed at the general driving public
rather than those that focus on dealing with individuals identified as offenders. In the past,
the public has often been misled into the belief that most accidents are produced by a few bad
or "accident prone" drivers. In fact, extensive research indicates that this is not the case.

Some drivers do have more than their share of the accidents, and some drivers regularly
commit drunken driving and other offenses. But these drivers account for only a relatively
small portion of the total accidents that occur on the nation’s highways. A recent study in
California (Gebers and Peck, 1987) of a random sample of 160,000 licensed drivers in
California found that approximately 8% of drivers had two moving violations in one year.
These drivers accounted for 28% of the next year’s accidents. Thus even if we suspended the
licenses for a full year of the nearly 10% of drivers who have two traffic offenses, we would
reduce the following year’s accidents by approximately one in four; three out of four accidents
would be unaffected.

Drivers arrested and convicted for driving under the influence of alcohol have asomewhat
higher probability of becoming accident involved. But here again, they account for only about
one-third of drinking/driving accidents. In a study in Michigan (Filkins, 1983), the driving
records of a random sample of 69,000 drivers were drawn and the number of individuals
convicted of DWI who were involved in alcohol-related accidents was determined. Only 13%
of these drivers had both a drunken driving arrest and a DWI offense. If being convicted of
DWTI or being involved in an alcohol-related accident had resulted in a complete and
permanent suspension of the driving license, 36% or approximately one in three of the
drinking/driving accidents involving this group would have been prevented.

While the individuals arrested and convicted for drinking and driving were three and
one-half times more likely to be in an alcohol-related accident in the future, the majority of
drunk driving accidents occurred to drivers who had not previously been arrested or accident
involved. To reach this majority, then, requires the implementation of general deterrent
countermeasures rather than reliance on specific deterrent programs directed at individuals
identified through accidents or convictions.

11
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Studies of Suspension As A General Deterrent

Surveys of the driving public indicate that the driving suspension penalty is one of the
best understood and most feared sanctions for drinking and driving. Many studies examining
the effect of license suspension on specific deterrence to recidivism among convicted drinking
drivers have been conducted. These are summarized in the following section. Yet, despite
the importance of general deterrent programs, until recently relatively few studies have been
undertaken to determine the impact of license revocation on general deterrence.

Most attempts to assess the effect of DWI programs upon the general public have dealt
with increased enforcement of existing laws rather than changes in sanctions. Ross (1976) in
his world-wide survey of DWI programs concludes that well publicized enforcement which
increases the perception of apprehension is much more important than the severity of
penalties. Perhaps, in part as a result of this study, research emphasis has been focused on
increasing enforcement rather than on the effects of penalties in studies of general deterrence.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVOCATION STUDIES

Recently, with the enactment of laws providing for "administrative license revocation,"
there has been increasing interest in license suspension as a general deterrent. A number of
studies of the impact of administrative revocation laws have been conducted.

Minnesota was the first State to enact administrative revocation, and evaluations of this
law indicated that suspensions for drunken driving increased significantly following passage
of the law and continued to climb during a period when alcohol-related accidents were falling
(Reeder, 1981). Because the national trend in alcohol-related accidents was downward during
this same period, it was difficult to determine the extent to which the administrative revocation
law produced the observed reduction in accidents.

Ross (1987) conducted a time series study of accidents before and after the passage of an
administrative revocation law in New Mexico which became effective on July 1, 1984. He
found that, prior to July 1984, 66% of the drivers and pedestrians in fatal crashes had illegal
blood alcohol concentrations. After that date the percentage of illegal BACs was reduced by
10 percentage points to 56%.

Perhaps the most impressive evidence for the impact of administrative revocation is
provided by a recent study by Zador et al. (1988). These researchers studied all 50 states, 18
of which had administrative license suspension laws, over an eight-year period (1978 to 1985).
They used statistical procedures to compare accident experience within a State before and
after its enactment of the administrative per se law. They also compared the accident
experience in administrative per se States to that of similar adjacent States without such laws.
Their results indicated that the enactment of an administrative license suspension law reduced
overall fatal accidents by 4.6% and reduced nighttime fatal accidents, when the percentage of
drivers with illegal BACs is high, by 11.4%.

Another recent study completed by Blomberg, Preusser, and Ulmer (1987) showed a
decline of approximately 20% in what appear to be alcohol-related crashes following
institution of mandatory license suspension for first-time DWI conviction. A two-year media
campaign to increase public awareness of the mandatory license suspension seemed to produce
an additional decrease of approximately 15% in alcohol-related accidents. However, the

12
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author’s noted that "this additional reduction was not consistently demonstrated in the analysis
conducted. It was apparently confined to the first four months of the media effort, and there
is no evidence that the reduction continued beyond the life of the program." The assessment
of effects was confined to accidents and did not examine DWI convictions.

There is now some accumulated evidence for the expected impact of the license
suspension penalty upon the general driving public. Based on these results, administrative
suspension laws are being promoted by the National Commission Against Drunk Driving and
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration as an effective method for reducing drunk
driving accidents. Currently 21 of the 50 States have such laws. The widespread adoption of
administrative revocation laws should present additional opportunities to evaluate the role of
license suspension in general deterrence. But, whatever effect the prospect of license
suspension may have upon drivers in general could be undermined by the knowledge that the
greatestinconvenience caused by suspension —inability to get back and forth to work —could
be overcome through issuance of a hardship license.

There is reason to be skeptical about the extent to which the availability of a hardship
license would undermine the effects of alicense suspension. First, one may reasonably doubt
that the majority of drivers are even aware of provisions governingissuance of hardship licenses
in their States. Second, those aware of hardship licensing provisions may not be very strongly
influenced by a subtlety in what they perceive to be a remote prospect —having their licenses
suspended. However, inasmuch as license suspension seems to be one of the few effective
general deterrents to drinking and driving, the possible effect of a hardship license warrants
concern.

THE GENERAL DETERRENCE EFFECT OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HARDSHIP
LICENSING

Since hardship licensing applies to everyone or no one, its effects cannot be readily
evaluated through a controlled experiment. The only course left open is the before-after study
much like that used by Blomberg et al. to assess license suspension. Two obstacles to such an
approach are encountered in the case of hardship licensing:

o legislation either authorizing or prohibiting hardship licensing is generally part of
some larger package of DWI legislation, the effect of which would likely mask the
effects of hardship licensing, and

e the public is unlikely to be aware of the legal subtleties involving issuance of
hardship licenses.

The possibility that the public might be unaware of hardship licensing can be used to
advantage. While enactment of a hardship licensing law cannot be experimentally controlled,
dissemination of information concerning —and therefore the public’s knowledge of — the law
can be controlled for experimental purposes. Blomberg et al. used this approach in assessing
alcohol-related accident experience following an information program publicizing mandatory
suspension.

A study conducted as part of the research project reported here, attempted to assess the
impact of hardship licensing upon the effects of suspension by informing drivers that hardship
licenses were unavailable where such was indeed the case. While it would have been desirable

13
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to perform a study in a State that issues hardship licenses to see what happened when drivers
were apprised of that fact, the prospects of a State allowing such a study to be run were remote.

Knowledge of Hardship Licenses

For information about a law to act as a substitute for passage of the law itself, the public
must be largely ignorant of the law prior to the time the information is diSseminated. To assess
the extent of the public’s ignorance of hardship licensing, samples of 200 drivers in each of
four States prohibiting hardship licensing were asked about the conditions under which the
hardship license might be issued. The States were Utah, Kentucky, New Jersey, and
Connecticut. To distinguish true knowledge of the law from what drivers simply thought was
the law, the same questions were asked of drivers in two States that do issue hardship licenses
to convicted DWIs: Arizona and Minnesota. '

The following question was given in written form to samples of 200 drivers appearing at
licensing stations to renew their licenses: :

"Under what conditions would you be permitted to drive after your license has
been suspended for driving-while-intoxicated?

a. If no public transportation were available.

b. If you could prove it would impose severe hardship.
c. If the person’s livelihood depended upon driving.
d. Only under special circumstances.

e. Under no circqmstances."

Drivers coming in to renew their licenses on any given day constitute a fairly
representative cross section of drivers in general. The responses to the questionnaire
therefore provided a reasonably accurate picture of what the public in each State knew, or
thought it knew, about hardship licensing. The results of the questionnaire appear in Table
I11-1.

TABLE II1-1

THE PUBLIC’S "KNOWLEDGE" OF CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH HARDSHIP LICENSES
MAY BE ISSUED IN STATES THAT DO AND DO NOT ACTUALLY ISSUE HARDSHIP

LICENSES.
e % SELECTING EACH RESPONSE N
DON'T ISSUE DO ISSUE
Conditions NJ | KY UT CT |Total | MN AR | Total
No public transportation 9 2 17 12 10 11 4 8
Severe hardship 15 17 19 19 18 22 12 17
Livelihood 25 23 18 21 |- 22 32 17 25
Unusual circumstances 17 15 18 23 | 18 15 17 16
L No circumstances 35 42 27 26 32 21 33 27/
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Within those States that do not issue hardship licenses to suspended DWISs, the proportion
of drivers who appeared to be aware of that fact ranged from 25% in Connecticut to 42% in
Kentucky. The fact that it was the single most commonly given answer might seem to indicate
some knowledge of the law in those States. However, it is also arguably the most common
response in the two States that do issue hardship licenses.

Comparing the answers across the two "totals" columns, similarities are more striking than
differences. Differences between the percentage totals do not exceed 5% (32% to 27%). The
results strongly suggest that answers given by drivers reflect what they think the law probably
is rather than true knowledge as to its content.

Insofar as the study of deterrence is concerned, knowledge as to the true provisions of
the hardship license law was deficient enough in the States not issuing such licenses to make
it at least possible that informing the public about the facts would have a deterrent effect.

Experimental Design

An attempt to assess the effect of hardship licenses upon drinking-driving g)ffenses
through use of an information dissemination program was carried out in New Jersey”. While
New Jersey motorists were not as uninformed concerning hardship licensing as those in Utah
and Connecticut, New Jersey offered the advantages of (1) mail-out renewal application, in
which information concerning the hardship license could be inserted, (2) two-yearrenewal
cycle, allowing a quarter of the State’s population to be reached in a 6-month period, and (3)
ability and willingness to provide follow-up DWI violation records.

The New Jersey evaluation was a non-random experiment. Over a six month period,
drivers whose licenses were scheduled for renewal in a given month were alternately assigned
to treatment and control groups. The control group consisted of drivers whose licenses were
schedule for renewal in October 85, December 85, and February 86. The treatment group
consisted of drivers whose licenses were scheduled for renewal in November 85, January 86,
and April 86. (March is scheduled for renewal of commercial vehicle licenses. Only a handful
of licenses for drivers in general are scheduled during that month.) Sample sizes were as
follows:

Control Treatment
October 101,444 November 114,919
"December 217,351 January 203,422
February 193,505 April 185,509
Total 512,300 Total 503,850

While a random experiment would have been more desirable, it would have required
stuffing over half a million envelopes by hand. This was a practical impossibility. In the
procedure employed, information describing hardship licensing could be inserted in all
envelopes mailed out within the month. Actually, under the procedure employed in New

3 Mr. Edwin G. Lawler of the New Jersey Division of Motor Vehicles arranged for the distribution of informational materials to drivers
and the collection of drinking-driving violation data.
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Jersey, an entire month’s mailing took place over a three-day period at the beginning of the
month prior to that in which licenses must be renewed.

To assess the equivalency of the treatment and control groups, records of DWI violations
during the six months prior to scheduled renewal were analyzed. (Unfortunately, a major
change within New Jersey’s traffic record system prevented capture of more than six months
"prior" records.) The percent of drivers convicted of drinking-driving related offense during
the six months prior to renewal were: Control —.00315; Treatment — .003122 Itis evident that
the two groups were essentially equivalent with respect to prior records (X* = .1260).

Information Program

To inform those in the treatment group of hardship licensing provi- sions, an
attention-getting insert was prepared for inclusion with the license renewal application. Use
of the renewal application at least assured that applicants would open the letter and see the
announcement, something that could not be assured in a stand-alone direct mail piece. The
information piece was the size of an ordinary business envelope and printed on both sides. In
a question-and-answer format, it disclosed that suspension for DWI results in a complete loss
of driving privilege and that no special licenses would be available to suspended drivers for
commuting or any other reason.

Follow-up Data Collection

In December of 1987, records of all drivers making up the experimental treatment and
control groups were accessed. From the records were pulled all convictions for
drinking-driving offenses for the twelve-month period following the scheduled license renewal
date. Obtaining records in December of 1987 meant at least six months had elapsed since the
end of the twelve-month period for the last group licensed, April 1986. The six-month period
was needed to assure that all offenses occurring during the follow up period would have been
adjudicated and the convictions posted.

Results*

The distribution of drinking-related violations for drivers in the treatment and control
groups appears in Table III-2.
TABLE I1I-2

NUMBER OF TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS HAVING DRINKING-RELATED
VIOLATIONS OVER THE TWELVE MONTH PERIOD FOLLOWING DATE OF

"SCHEDULED RENEWAL
( Violations )
Group Violations No Violations Total Per Cent
Control 2724 509,576 512,300 53
L Treatment 2591 500,551 503,142 S1 J

4 Mr. Langston Spell and Mr. Joseph Stangle of National Con-Serv, Inc. handled the processing of violation data.
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The two groups appear to be highly similar with respect to proportions convicted of
various numbers of drinking-related violations. The percent of drivers having violations were
.53% and .51% for Controls and Treatments respectively. A chi-square test 3pp1ied to the
actual frequency found the slight difference in numbers was non-significant (X° =1.27).

The failure of the information program to have a discernible impact upon
drinking/driving offenses may be due to (1) failure of the information to be absorbed and
retained, and/or (2) failure of the knowledge to influence behavior. A telephone survey was
undertaken in which a random sample of 50 license applicants from each renewal month was
queried as to whether hardship licenses were available in New Jersey. The calls were made
approximately six months after each renewal month.

The query as to hardship licensing was preceded by questions dealing with size of fine,
jail sentence, and license suspension. These "warm up" questions were intended to induce
drivers to treat the question concerning hardship licensing rather matter-of-factly and respond
with what they thought to be the truthrather than what the interviewer wanted to hear. Results
obtained from the question regarding hardship licensing appear in Table III-3.

TABLE I11-3

RESPONSES OF TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS TO QUESTIONS CONCERNING
CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH A HARDSHIP LICENSE IS ISSUED

; Condition _ Treatment Control N
n = 238 n =273
No public transportation 5% 8%
Livelihood 8% 10%
Severe hardship : 8% 12%
No circumstances 2% 68%
"Don’t know" 5% 3%

L v : J

The two groups appear to be approximately equal in knowing that hardship licenses are
not issued in New Jersey. What is most surprising is not the similarity between groups, but the
fact that the percentage of telephone interviewees responding correctly was approximately
twice the percentage responding correctly in the written questionnaire that preceded this study
(Table IV-1).

There is no ready explanation for the difference in correct responses. Nothing occurred
in the State of New Jersey that should have suddenly doubled its inhabitants’ knowledge
concerning hardship licensing. More likely, the results reflect differences in perception rather
than knowledge. The results shown in Table IV-3 strongly indicate that responses to the
questionnaire were largely guesswork, in that the answers were the same from State to State
regardless of the law. Being asked the question over the telephone may have tended to imply
that hardship licenses were hard to get ("why would they be running a telephone survey if
hardship licenses are easy to get?"). Quite possibly the questions concerning fines, jail terms
and suspension, instead of disarming the interviewees, gave a menacing tone to the survey.

It is impossible to tell from the results of the telephone survey whether the message
succeeded in getting through to substantial numbers of drivers in the treatment group.
However, it does not seem as though the treatment group was much more knowledgeable than
the control group. Those in the treatment group appear either not to have read the notice or
not to have considered this message important enough to remember. The distinction is
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probably not very important from a practical standpoint. If the steps that were taken to inform
drivers as to the unavailability of a hardship license failed to have an impact, it is doubtful that
the availability or unavailability of a hardship license will have much effect either.

Conclusion

While the study described in this section of the report was less than conclusive, it strongly
indicates that availability of the hardship license has a negligible effect upon the general
deterrence value of license suspension. Itis possible that availability of hardship licenses could
undermine the effect of license suspension if drivers were truly aware of its implications.
However, it is altogether possible that drivers who are deterred from drinking/driving
violations by the prospect of license suspension are no more intimidated by the fact that a
hardship license is unavailable.

There may be some for whom the availability of a hardship license makes a difference.
However, it would seem that only an extremely potent information/education campaign would
succeed in making the lack of hardship licensing look more intimidating. Conversely, it would
take more than a news story about the availability of hardship licenses to undermine whatever
effect suspension has at the present time.
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v
THE SPECIFIC DETERRENT EFFECTS OF HARDSHIP LICENSURE

INTRODUCTION

The impact of license suspension upon accident rates for convicted drinking drivers has
received considerable study. Over the last 15 years a number of research investigations
involving many thousands of drivers have been conducted principally in the States of
Washington, California and North Carolina. This research, which was recently summarized
by Peck et al. (1985), supports seven basic conclusions with respect to full suspension and
limited licensing with and without treatment program attendance. Each of these conclusions
is described briefly below.

1. Drivers whose licenses are suspended or revoked continue to drive.

Williams, Hagen, and McConnell (1984) found that approximately 32% of suspended
second offenders accumulated driver record entries during the period of their suspension,
while twice as many (61%) of the revoked third offenders accumulated driver record entries.
Though most States have severe penalties for-being convicted of driving while suspended or
revoked, relatively few drivers cited for traffic violations while suspended appear to be
convicted of this offense. This may be due to the inability of the State to prove that the motorist
received adequate notice of his or her suspension. In many States, for example, notice of
suspension is sent through the mail rather than served by a law enforcement officer. As a
result, when charged with the offense, drivers may avoid conviction by claiming inadequate
notice.

2. Despite the fact that drivers continue to drive while suspended or revoked, license actzon
reduces exposure which in turn reduces total accidents and traffic citations.

A suspension does not prevent driving entirely, but it does appear to result in a reduction
in total mileage and, perhaps, more cautious driving to avoid drawing the attention of the
police. Evidence that suspended drivers do reduce the amount of their driving and drive more
cautiously was provided by Hagen, McConnell, and Williams through a survey of 2,500
suspended drivers.

Evidence for the effectiveness of license suspension in reducing total accidents and traffic
citations comes from a series of studies in Washington (Salzberg, Hauser, and Klingberg, 1981,
and Salzberg and Klingberg, 1983), California (Hagen, 1977; Hagen et al., 1978; Hagen,
McConnell and Williams, 1980; Sadler and Perrine, 1984; and Tashima and Peck, 1985) and
North Carolina (Johns and Pascarella, 1971, and Popkin, et al., 1983). All of these were post
hoc studies involving legislative provisions which allowed convicted DWISs to avoid full license
suspension if they agreed to attend treatment.

Since drivers were not assigned at random to the two groups (treatment and suspension),
it was necessary in all of these studies to control the effect of previous driving record and
demographic variables through the use of covariance techniques. The impact of the driving
suspension was generally studied using the records of DWIs who were attending alcohol
education programs or under treatment for their drinking problems. Thus, in most of these
studies the effects of the suspension were confounded with whatever effect treatment produces
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on the driving record of offenders. Despite these limitations, the large number of studies that
generally agree in finding a reduction in total accidents and total violations, provides a clear
demonstration of the effectiveness of license suspension in increasing traffic safety. Based on
these consistent results, traffic safety specialists have promoted the use of administrative
revocation as a countermeasure for drinking and driving.

3. Issuing limited licenses to DWIs also lowers exposure and reduces total citations and
accidents but to a lesser extent than full suspension.

The clearest comparison of full suspension with a limited license was provided by a study
in North Carolina (Johns and Pascarella, 1971) which took advantage of a change in the DWI
statute providing for the license action penalty. They found that first offenders who received
twelve-month license revocation had significantly better post-conviction accident rates than
those granted limited driving privileges. The accident rate for the revoked drivers was also
lower by half than the rate for a random sample of all drivers. While the limited license drivers
had higher accident rates than those fully suspended, the accident rate for these DWIs was not
significantly different from the average driver even though their pre-conviction rate was
significantly higher than the random sample of all drivers in North Carolina. Thus, these
investigators concluded that a limited license was effective in reducing the accident tisk of
DUI offenders.

Two other studies which involved the comparison of full-suspension with limited licenses,
Popkin et al. (1983) in North Carolina and Tashima and Peck (1985), involved drivers who
received limited licenses in return for attendance at treatment or in combination with other
penalties which obscured the comparison between limited and full suspension.

4. Adequate treatment programs may have a specific deterrent effect on DWI  recidivism.

Sadler and Perrine (1984), Peck, Sadler and Perrine (1985) and Mann et al. (1983), have
reviewed studies of the impact of treatment programs on DWI recidivism and alcohol-related
accidents. The studies of the impact of treatment on driver record variables have tended to
yield varying results, in part, related to the quality of the treatment programs and the nature
of the individuals assigned to the programs studied in any particular research project. Many
of the studies reported in the literature involve comparisons between individuals who retain
their full license privileges in return for accepting treatment with DWIs who receive full
suspension. This confounding of suspension and treatment makes interpretation difficult.

The largest and best controlled study of the impact of treatment on driver record variables
which was not confounded with the license suspension penalty was that of Reis (1982). He
compared multiple offenders who were given treatment with multiple offenders who did not
receive an intervention program where both groups retained their full driving privileges. He
found significant reductions in DWI recidivism for certain of the treated groups. However,
participation and rehabilitation did not produce significantly lower accident rates.

5. Full-suspension does not appear to have a significant deterrent effect on DWI recidivism
and alcohol-related accidents.

There is strong agreement among all the major studies of license suspension that the
reduction in exposure produced by rescinding the driving privilege, reduces overall accidents
and violations. However, there is considerable evidence within these studies that the impact
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is greater on non-alcohol related accidents and violations than on DWI recidivism and
had-been-drinking accidents.

An example of this is shown in Figure IV-1 which compares a group (SB330 participants)
which elected to participate in a year-long treatment program in return for retaining the driving
privilege with two other groups of convicted DWIs who received 12-month suspensions for
second or multiple DWI offenses. As can be seen, offenders who retained their driving
privileges in return for attending treatment had more total accidents. However, the dlfference
was made up entirely of a significant increase in non-alcohol-related accidents.

Figure IV-1 -

Mean 4-Year Accldents per 100 Drivers
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Note: Four-year accident rates for the three study groups by category of accident (Sadler
and Perrine, 1984).

. Those who kept their driving privileges but attended treatment had no more
alcohol-related accidents than those who were fully suspended and supposedly not driving. It
is unclear whether this effect is due to the failure of full suspension to impact drinking-driving
accidents or whether the treatment provided had an effect equal to the license suspension in
reducing alcohol-related accidents.

Sadler and Perrine also found that DWIs who received the treatment program in lieu of
license suspension had higher survival rates for DWI offenses. Compared to those whose
licenses were suspended for DWI convictions, fewer were re-arrested for DWIin the following
four years. Salzberg, Hauser, and Klingberg (1981) also found no significant differences in
DWI recidivism for offenders who were revoked compared to offenders who elected treatment
programs in lieu of license suspension. Tashima and Peck (1985) found that, while offenders
who were fully suspended had the lowest total accident rate and the lowest non-alcohol
accident rate, DWI offenders who received restricted licenses in return for attending treatment
or in conjunction with other severe penalties had lower alcohol-related accident rates and had
lower rates for DWI recidivism.
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In a pre-post design, Stewart, Gruenewald, and Roth, (1988) compared DWI recidivism
rates in three states before and after the passage of administrative per se revocation laws. The
results were somewhat equivocal, with one state (Mississippi) showing no effect, one (North
Dakota) showing a significant reduction in recidivism and the third (Louisiana) showing no
effect among those arrested but a significant reduction among those convicted.

6. Approximately half of all DWIs suspended fail to reinstate their licenses when they
become eligible.

In his early study of suspension of DWI offenders, Hagen (1977) noted that the apparent
impact of the suspension lasted beyond the actual suspension period itself. Sadler and Perrine
(1984) noted a similar effect and concluded that this extension of impact may be due to the
non-reinstatement of many drivers who were unable to maintain proof of insurance after the
termination of their license action. Failing to reinstate their licenses, these drivers probably
continued to limit their driving exposure.

Sadler and Perrine based their conclusion on a sub-sample of 800 drivers who served a
12-month license suspension without another conviction, making them eligible at the end of
one year for reinstatement. Only about 50% of these drivers ever reinstated during the
three-year period following the end of their suspension. Of those who did reinstate within this
period, 37% did not restore their driving privilege within six months of the time they became
eligible, and 26% did not restore for more than a year after they became eligible. Moreover,
among those who did obtain a reinstatement, 63% were resuspended within 12 months and
89% were resuspended within 24 months due to cancellation of insurance. Thus, whatever
effect a full driving suspension has upon the reduction in exposure to offenses and accidents
tends to continue beyond the official period of license suspension because half of those
suspended do not reinstate their licenses for several years and many of those who do reinstate
lose them again due to failure to maintain insurance.

7. In many States only a small portion of those eligible for hardship licenses actually apply
for them.

It is generally assumed that if a hardship orlimited license is made available to the public,
most of those who receive full suspensions will avail themselves of the opportunity to receive
a limited license. In those States, which require hardship license applicants to go through
considerable paper work and to obtain evidence of future insurability (SR-22 form), however,
less than half of those eligible for hardship licenses actually apply for this privilege.

OBJECTIVE: SEPARATE THE EFFECTS OF SUSPENSION FROM TREATMENT

The studies summarized above which attempted to determine the effect of full
suspensions and of restricted licenses on the driving records of DWIs were confounded with
the effects of treatment and other penalties. Since lower license sanctions (no action or limited
licenses) were associated with attendance at treatment while full suspension was associated
with non-attendance, these two penalties were generally confounded and as a result their
individual effects on the driver record were difficult to determine.

In an effort to compare full suspension and limited licensing independent of treatment
effects, research opportunities were sought out which would avoid this confounding of
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penalties. Three potential opportunities were identified early in the program: one in the State
of Washington where license sanctions of full and limited license action were applied
independent of treatment programs; one in Virginia where all offenders received treatment
but license action varied from no action through full suspension within the group attending
treatment; and finally, Arkansas, which changed legislation from requiring a full-suspension
only to permitting limited licenses at the discretion of the court without changing the treatment
program requirements. Each of these studies is briefly described below.

The Washington State Study

One study was conducted in the State of Washington, which provides for a hardship
license for the last 60 days of the mandatory 90-day suspension period for first offense DWI.
Hardship licenses are available to all offenders who can (1) demonstrate that they are
employed, and, (2) provide a letter from their employer. Relatively few (only one in five) of
those convicted of DWI apply for hardship licensing. Further, only 30% of the first offenders
immediately reinstate their licenses when they become eligible after 90 days.

The objectives of this study were to determine:

e whether the driving records of those who received hardship licenses were better
or worse than those who did not apply for these licenses, and

o the effect on driving behavior of immediately reinstating the license as compared
to delaying reinstatement or denying reinstatement.

The study in the State of Washington offered the opportunity to determine why, if the
driving privilege is so important to offenders, they fail to obtain limited licenses or reinstate
their licenses as soon as they become eligible. The study was also designed to determine
whether those who apply for and receive hardship licenses are better or worse drivers than
those who do not and whether their driving records during and after the period of restriction
are better or worse than the records of those who do not seek such licenses.

Virginia Study

A second study was established in Virginia to compare restricted licenses with full
suspension while holding the factor of alcohol treatment constant. In Virginia, individuals
convicted of first offense drinking and driving are generally assigned to ASAP programs in
which they receive a diagnostic evaluation and assignment to treatment. In connection with
the assignment to the ASAP program, the courts may substitute a hardship license for the
6-month mandatory suspension.

Since not all those who receive treatment also receive full suspensions, it is possible to
study three groups of drivers:

e those who attend treatment and receive a limited license,
e those who attend treatment and receive a full suspension, and

e those who are suspended attend treatment and later receive a hardship license for
the rest of the 6-month mandatory suspension.
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tant to conduct this study to separate the effect of treatment from the effect of either a
restriction or a full suspension of the driving privilege.

Arkansas Study

A third study was planned for Arkansas, where an unusually complete driver record file
on convicted DWIs was being compiled from three sources. One source was a State file of all
breath test results, including refusals. The second source was a file from the agency responsible
for assessment of drinking problem status and treatment programs for convicted DWIs. The
assessment form contained a wide range of information on the drinking and driving
background of each convicted offender. A final source of input to this file was the State license
record. The file was initiated under a contract with the Governor’s Highway Safety Office and
covered offenders beginning in 1984 and running through the period up to June of 1987.

Unfortunately, when the contract for this record system ran out late in 1986, the
contractor did not provide full documentation on the system to the Highway Safety Office. As
a result, when the file was queried for the current program, the data were found to be
incomplete. The file could not be used in the present analysis. The objective of the proposed
Arkansas study had been to determine any change in DWI recidivism rates concurrent with
an April 1986 change in the law which permitted judges to provide first offenders with a
hardship license. (Prior to that date, no hardship licenses were issued for DWI offenders.) As
a result of the loss of the Arkansas data, this section is limited to the studies of the States of
Washington and Virginia, each of which is described below.

WASHINGTON STATE STUDY

Sadler and Perrine (1984) noted that alarge number of multiple offenders, did not renew
their licenses when eligible. They did not study the significance of this decision in relation to
subsequent accident and violation involvement. The tendency for suspended drivers not to
reinstate when eligible may account in part for the findings of Hagen (1977) and Sadler and
- Perrine (1984) that the impact of license suspension appears to continue beyond the normal
period of suspension.

The purpose of this study was to investigate more closely the effect of a reinstatement
decision ~and the effect of obtaining a hardship license —on subsequent driving records. The
study focuses on two principal questions. First, what are the characteristics of drivers which
determine whether or not they will seek and obtain hardship licenses, and whether or not they
reinstate their regular licenses when eligible? Secondly, what are the effects on future driving
behavior of obtaining —or not obtaining —a hardship license and of reinstating on time —or
not on time —a full license?

Background and Methodology

Washington provides a 90-day suspension for first offense DWI. A hardship license may
be obtained for the last 60 days of this period, after a minimum of one month of "hard"

5 The Washi l§ton State study was carried out with the assistance of Dr. Phillip M. Salzberg of the Washington State Department of
Licensing. Salzberg secured, analyzed, and interpreted the data.
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suspension. It should be noted that Salzberg and Paulsrude (1983) found that a 30-day
suspension for first offenders was ineffective in reducing alcohol-related violations.

Data Base

The data source for the study was a computer file of selected records from the State of
Washington Office of Driver Licensing (ODL) driver record system. The program that
created the file read the entire driver file and selected a 50% random sample of records having
alcohol-related convictions.

Each record included the driver’s sex, birthdate, ODL action codes, a maximum of the
15 most recent violations, and a maximum of the seven most recent accidents. These limits
were chosen to maximize the completeness of the data while minimizing computer storage
requirements. Thus, a complete record was available for drivers who had 15 or fewer violations
and accidents. Records that exceeded this cutoff point comprised less than 2% of the file. The
data elements for each violation included violation date, conviction date, and violation code.
Accident data consisted of accident date, injury and fatality information, and police judgments
of sobriety.

The file was created in January 1986, and included all reports of convictions and accidents
received by the Department and entered on the record system as of that date. Each record
consisted of a five-year driving history covering the time period of 1981 through 1985.

Subjects

The study sample consisted of 5,310 individuals who had been convicted of a first DWI
offense. Subject selection was based upon a record entry showing a DWI violation date after
July 1, 1983, and a conviction date before July 1, 1984. An additional requirement was that
the effective date of license suspension be prior to July 1984. Any subject that had a previous
DWIviolation was excluded. Multiple offenders were excluded because, in general, they were
not eligible for an occupational drivers license (OL).

All subjects were licensed in the State of Washington. Subjects with out-of-state licenses
or in-state drivers who had never obtained a Washington license were excluded. These
selection criteria resulted in the final sample of 5,310 subjects who had been arrested,
convicted, and suspended for a first DWI offense during the time period of July 1983 to July
1984. :

Procedure

Study group assignment was based upon record entries of departmental action codes.
Subjects who had been issued a hardship license were assigned to the OL group. All other
subjects were assigned to the full suspension (FS) group.

A revision of the Washington DWI law (effective July 1983) mandated a 90-day
suspension for a first DWI offense, but allowed for a hardship license to be issued after the
first 30 days of the suspension. Thus, all subjects received a mandatory license suspension.
Those in the OL group had a 30-day full suspension and a limited, work-related driving
privilege during the next 60 days, while subjects in the FS group received the full 90-day
suspension.

Subjects were also categorized according to when they reinstated their licenses. All
subjects were eligible to reinstate at the end of the 90 day suspension. Subjects who reinstated
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within 90 days following their eligibility date were assigned to the immediate reinstatement
(IR) group. Those who waited more than 90 days following the eligibility date were assigned
to the delayed reinstatement (DR) group, and those who had failed to reinstate by January
1986 were assigned to the did not reinstate (NR) group. Assignment to the IR and DR groups
was based on a departmental action code indicating the date of reinstatement. Subjects for
whom this action code had not been entered on their driving records were assigned to the NR

group.
Reinstatement Groupings

Table IV-1, groups 5,310 first offender DWIs from the State of Washington according to
their reinstatement times and whether they obtained hardship licenses.
TABLE IV-1

HARDSHIP LICENSING AND REINSTATEMENT TIME OF 5,310 FIRST OFFENDER
' DWIs IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

r~ IMMEDIATE DELAYED NONE I
Reinstatement Reinstatement No
within 90 days within 2 years reinstatement
of cligibility: | of cligibili within
average delay 2.5 average delay 2 .
weeks 1 year years TOTALS
Occupational
license 754 331 25 1.110
group 14% 6% 1% 21%
Full
suspension 808 1,365 2,027 4,200
group 15% 26% 38% 9%
TOTALS - 1,562 1,696 2,052 5,310
\_ 29% 32% 39% . 100%

' As can be seen from the table, 29% of the 5,310 first offenders reinstated immediately
when they became eligible; another 32% delayed an average of a year beyond the point at
which they were eligible to reinstate their licenses; while nearly four out of 10 of these first
offenders did not reinstate their licenses within the two-year post conviction tracking period.
With respect to the hardship license, only one out of five of the drivers suspended for a first
drunken driving conviction obtained hardship licenses. Overall, only 754 of the 5,310 first
offenders, or 14%, were fully protective of their driving privileges as indicated by obtaining
hardship licenses and by immediately reinstating their regular licenses when eligible.

Considering the importance which most drivers place upon the driving privilege, it is
surprising that so few took action to maximize their driving during the suspension period, and
that seven out of 10 did not attempt to reinstate their driving privileges immediately when they
* became eligible. The reasons for this failure to act are unclear. Undoubtedly, one significant
factor is the requirement by the State of Washington Motor Vehicle Department that those
applying for a hardship license, and those applying for reinstatement of their regular licenses
following suspension, must provide an SR-22 (Evidence of Future Insurability) form from
their insurance companies.

A request for an SR-22 form requires the individual to communicate with the insurance
company, thereby informing it that he or she has been convicted of drunken driving, and has
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been suspended. Based on this information, most insurance companies will double or triple
the premium for their liability policies. If, onthe other hand, the policy holder does not inform
his or her insurance company that there has been a suspension, this information apparently
doesnotreach the insurer . Therefore, the individual can continue to receive liability coverage
at the normal rates.

The prospect of a significant financial penalty may discourage DWI drivers from applying
for either a hardship license or for reinstatement when eligible. Undoubtedly, other factors
contribute to this phenomenon. Since the hardship license covers only 60 days of the 90-day
suspension, many drivers may find it too much of a nuisance to apply for a hardship license,
which will only cover them for two months. Another significant factor may be the individual’s
knowledge of the low probability that a driver operating without a valid license will be
apprehended and prosecuted for driving without a permit.

, Whatever the reasons for the behavior recorded in Table IV-1, it appears to be of

considerable significance to the use of driver licensing as one method for controlling driver
behavior. If a full suspension prevented driving and resulted in absolutely no exposure, then
the failure to reinstate would be of benefit to traffic safety. On the other hand, it is known that
suspended drivers continued to operate their vehicles and to accumulate accidents on their
records. These accidents and offenses are fewer in number, because of the reduced exposure
and, possibly, because of an increased caution motivated by the desire to avoid apprehension
for driving without a permit.

Evaluation Design

The group assignment procedures yielded six study groups making up a two by three
factorial evaluation design. Each group was defined by the suspension variable (OL versus
FS) and the reinstatement variable (IR versus DR versus NR). Table IV-1 shows the sample
sizes that resulted from the group assignment procedures.

The dependent variables used for the study were alcohol-related violations, total
accidents, moving violations, and license-related violations:

Alcohol-Related Violations — These consisted of reported convictions (and
failures-to-appear) for DWI, physical control, convictions reduced from an
original DWI charge, and violations of the open-container law.

Accidents — These included reports of accident investigations conducted by law
enforcement personnel and reports submitted by individual drivers, as required
by the financial responsibility law. Accidents that result in property damage
exceeding $300 or injury or death must be reported. The accident measure used
for the study was total accidents.

Moving Violations— These included all performance and equipment-related
violations.

6  Asrpart of this study several insurance companies were contacted to determine their policies with rgard to checking State license files.
Most responding indicated that they did not routinely do so except for new applicants (Voas and Meyer, 1986).
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License-Related Violations — These were driving with a suspended/revoked or
expired license, violating license restrictions, no license on person, and altered
license.

The sub-set of accidents that involve alcohol was not used as a dependent measure
because of artifacts associated with the accuracy of police judgments of sobriety and because
of substantial under-reporting of alcohol-related accidents on the DOL record system.

The dependent variables were measured in terms of frequency counts for the time period
from the date of the subject’s DWI conviction through December 31, 1985. The
post-conviction tracking interval ranged from 1.5 to 2.5 years with an average of 1.97 years.

Since subjects had differing record tracking interval durations, it is not appropriate to
directly compare accident or violation frequencies among groups. Such comparisons could
lead to erroneous conclusions due to both differing observation periods and inflated error
variances in the statistical analysis. Thus, the driving performance measures were
conditionalized on tracking interval duration by dividing the event frequencies by the interval
duration (in years). The resulting dependent measures are expressed in terms of frequencies
per year. ‘

Statistical Analysis Techniques

The statistical techniques used were analysis of covariance and multiple regression. The
covariates were age, sex, and prior driving record variables including total accidents,
alcohol-related violations, moving violations, and license-related violations. In addition, the
subset of alcohol-related accidents (while not used as a dependent variable) was included
among the covariates in an effort to account for as much of the initial differences among groups
as possible.

Prior driving variables were computed as frequency counts for the two-year period
preceding each subject’s DWI conviction date. In each covariance analysis, the suspension
and reinstatement independent variables were assessed after controlling for effects of the
covariates. The multiple regression analyses used a hierarchical inclusion procedure with
covariates entered into the model first, followed by the dummy-coded independent variables.
All analyses used the ANOVA and REGRESSION subprograms of SPSS (Nie et al., 1975).

Results

Two issues were of central interest to this research. First, the characteristics of the
offenders which determined their decisions to seek and obtain hardship licenses and to
reinstate on time and, secondly, the effect of these license actions on the post-conviction
driving records.

Table IV-2 provides data on the correlation between three personal characteristics and
five prior driver record variables and whether or not the individual obtained a hardship license
and reinstated on time. Correlations were computed by constructing a dummy variable for
the hardship license and the time of reinstatement action. Relationships between these
variables were also studied through analysis of covariance and the F ratio and the resulting
probability statistic is shown for each the seven independent variables in Table IV-2..

28



An Evaluation for Hardship Licensing for DWIs

TABLE IV-2

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS VERSUS HARDSHIP LICENSING AND
REINSTATEMENT TIME FOR ALL OFFENDERS WHO REINSTATED

4 HARDSHIP LICENSE TIME OF REINSTATEMENT ™\
PERSONSONAL CHARACTERISTICS R* F P R** F P
Age a5 59.82 <01 22 136.48 <.01
Gender 0 86 - -.00 26 -
Prior License Offenses -11 30.26 <01 -14 40.31 <.01
Prior Moving Offenses -.05 06 - 09 1.07 -
Prior Alcohol Accidents -04 8.16 <01 01 01 —
Prior Alcohol Offenses -01 11 - -02 .50 -
Prior Accidents -01 1.88 - .00 1.61 -
o J
*  Correlation between personal characteristics and dummy variable for occupational licensing

** Correlation between personal characteristics and dummy variable for immediate reinstatement

Predictors of License Action

As can be seen, there was a positive correlation between age and both obtaining a
hardship license and reinstating on time. While the correlation was small, the relationship is
highly significant, older drivers being more likely to obtain a hardship license and to reinstate
on time. Gender was not found to be a significant factor in obtaining an hardship license or
in time of reinstatement. This may well be a reflection of the increased number of females
who are currently employed, resulting in the need for a hardship license being similar for both
males and females.

In terms of predicting hardship licensing and on-time reinstatement, the most significant
~ prior driver record factor was the number of prior license offenses. Offenders with license
violations are less likely to obtain a hardship license and more likely to delay in reinstating
their driving license. The only other factor from the prior driving record which was
significantly related to licensing actions was the number of prior alcohol-related accidents.
This factor was related only to obtaining a hardship license and not to delaying reinstatement.

The mean values for the personal characteristics found to be significant in predicting
hardship licensing and time of reinstatement are shown in Table IV-3. The N on which each
of these means is based is provided in Table IV-1. The group that was most protective of its
licensing status (those who obtained hardship licenses and reinstated immediately) had the
oldest mean age (38 years), while those who did not reinstate within the two-year follow-up
period had a mean age of 30. The individuals who obtained hardship licenses and reinstated
on time had much lower frequencies of prior license citations (5 per 1,000 for the two years
prior to conviction) than did those falling into the other five groups. Those that did not
reinstate at all during the two-year period had 10 to 13 times the number of prior license
citations.
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TABLE IV-3

MEAN VALUES OF THREE FACTORS WHICH PREDICT HARDSHIP LICENSING AND
REINSTATEMENT TIME FOR FIRST OFFENDERS

(" HARDSHIP REINSTATEMENT )
LICENSE IMMEDIATE DELAYED DID NOT REINSTATE
Age 38.05 | Age 32.55 Age 29.76
Prior Prior Prior
License . License License
YES Offense 530 Offense | 10.57 Offense 48.00
Prior Prior Prior
A/R Acc. |11.27 A/R Acc. | 8.76 A/R Acc. 4.00
Age 3538 | Age 30.69 Age 30.06
Prior Prior Prior
License License License
NO Offense 10.26 Offense | 26.15 Offense 68.87
Prior Prior Prior
Y A/R Acc. 11936 | A/R Acc. | 13.19 A/R Acc. | 1436 y

Note: Prior accident and offense rates are based on the frequency per thousand for two
years preceding conviction.

Individuals who obtained a hardship license had lower numbers of prior alcohol-related
accidents than those who did not obtain an hardship license. There is also a trend toward lower
numbers of prior alcohol-related accidents for those who delayed their reinstatement. This
trend, however, was not statistically significant.

Impact of License Actions

The second issue of interest in this research was the relationship of hardship licensing
and on-time reinstatement to the four dependent variables developed from the two-year
driving record subsequent to the conviction for DWI (Table IV-4). In this analysis of
covariance, the seven personal characteristics shown in Table IV-2 were used to control for
group differences.

TABLE IV-4

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR THE POST-CONVICTION DRIVING
RECORD EFFECTS OF HARDSHIP LICENSING AND TIME OF REINSTATEMENT

= 5,310 First DWI Offenders

a HARDSHIP REINSTATEMENT

DEPENDENT VARIABLE : LICENSE DELAY
F P F P

Alcohol Violations 0.23 — 0.51 -_
License-Related Violations 14.94 <.01 33.85 <.01
Moving Violations 336 <.07 2744 <.01
Accidents 445 <.04 - 18.74 <.01

L : J
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Neither hardship licensing nor reinstatement delay was found to be significantly related
to subsequent alcohol violations. On the other hand, license-related violations were
significantly related to hardship licensing and reinstatement delay. Failure to obtain a
hardship license and delay in reinstatement was associated with an increase in number of
license-related violations. Other moving violations were unrelated to whether or not an
individual had obtained a hardship license but were significantly related to delay in
reinstatement. Finally, both hardship licensing and delay in reinstatement were significantly
related to the numbers of accidents on the driver records during the two-year follow-up period.

The mean value for the three dependent variables (license-related violations, moving
violations, and accidents) which were found to be significantly related to hardship licensing
or reinstatement delay are shown in Figure IV-2. As can be seen, the largest mean differences
exist in the number of post license-related violations where those without licenses had the
most violations.. This is hardly surprising since individuals who do not obtain a hardship
license and who delay their reinstatement are exposed to a greater probability of being
apprehended for driving without a valid permit. On the other hand, being allowed to drive
legally, the hardship license holder probably drove more and therefore had a greater number
of violations.

Figure IV-2

MEAN TWO-YEAR RECIDIVISM RATES FOR DETERRENT VARIABLE
SIGNIFICANTLY RELATED TO HARDSHIP LICENSING

26

ROt

15 ..................................

10

Alcohol License Violation Moving Accldents

EEH Hardship No Hardshlp

Table IV-5 gives the results subdivided by time of reinstatement. The group that was
most protective of its driving privilege (as indicated by obtaining a hardship permit and
reinstating immediately) had fewer than two license-related offenses per hundred drivers per
year following conviction. Those who did not reinstate during the two-year follow-up period
had almost 15 times as many license offenses.

Those who delayed their reinstatement had the largest number of moving violations. It
is interesting to note that this group had more such moving offenses than did those who did
not reinstate at all. This may be an artifact produced by the inability to determine with
certainty when a driver has left the State. One reason for a failure to reinstate during the
two-year followup period could be that the individual moved from the State, even though no
record of this movement appeared on the driver record.
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TABLE IV-5

MEAN VALUES OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION OF HARDSHIP
LICENSING AND TIME OF REINSTATEMENT FOR 5,310 FIRST DWI OFFENDERS

( LICENSE REINSTATEMENT )

HARDSHIP
LICENSE IMMEDIATE | DELAYED| DID NOT REINSTATE | ROW MEAN

YES
NO
COLUMN MEAN

YES
NO
COLUMN MEAN

YES

NO
\_ COLUMN MEAN
NOTE: Allfigures are number per 1000 per 12-month period.

In many cases, the State driver record file may not obtain information on a change of
residence to an out-of-state location, particularly for suspended drivers who may not wish to
have their new State become aware of their suspension. In this case, the subject would appear
in the current research as an individual, still a resident, who did not renew the license during
the two-year follow-up period. While it is possible that some of those who reinstated
immediately or after an average delay of one year also emigrated from the State. Itis probable
that the exposure of these first two groups is less affected by out-of-state migration than is the
group that never reinstated. This may account for the low number of moving violations for
this third group in the post-conviction period.

DWIs who did not reinstate within two years had the lowest number of subsequent
accidents. This finding may also be consistent with the hypothesis that a larger proportion of
these drivers left the State. The individuals who obtained a hardship license but then did not
reinstate on time had a higher post-accident rate. This difference, though large, was barely
significant. The F value for the interaction between hardship licensing and reinstatement was
2.9, which is significant at the P=.06 level. The main effect of the presence or absence of
hardship licensing produced an F ratio of 4.4 which is significant at the P = .04 level.

First Offenders

Because of the uncertainty over the extent to which the never-reinstated group may
contain individuals who left the State of Washington during the two-year tracking period and,
therefore, were not exposed to accidents, it was decided to repeat the analysis of covariance
using the 3,258 first offenders, all of whom reinstated their licenses within the two-year period. -
In this case, the license reinstatement dimension contained two categories: those who
reinstated within three months of their eligibility and those who reinstated after that 90 day
period.

The results for this analysis are shown in Table IV-6. The relationships between the four
dependent variables from the post-conviction driving record are presented in this table. Once
again, those who obtained a hardship license and those who reinstated immediately were less
likely to have post-conviction license-related violations. While the correlation between
hardship licensing and post-conviction accidents was very small, it was statistically significant
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in this analysis. Asin the previous analysis, those who received a hardship license had a larger
number of accidents in the post-conviction period.

TABLE IV-6

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HARDSHIP LICENSING, DELAY IN REINSTATEMENT AND
POST-CONVICTION DRIVING RECORD FOR 3,258 FIRST OFFENDERS WHO
REINSTATED THEIR LICENSES

4 HARDSHIP REINSTATEMENT )
DEPENDENT VARIABLE LICENSE DELAY
R F P R F P
Post Alcohol Violations -022] 019 |- -033] 101 | -
Post License-Related Violations -17 3217 |<.01 . -21 5006 | <.01
Post Moving Violations -01 | 173 |- -07 166 | —
Gost Accidents 02 | 400 (<05 -02 64 .

To further refine this analysis, analysis of covariance was carried out for only the 1,562
first offenders who reinstated immediately. Within this group, the relationships between prior
record variables and the obtaining of a hardship license were determined. These data appear
in Table IV-7. The age factor remains as a significant predictor of hardship licensing when the
analysis is limited to those who reinstate on time. Prior license violations is of borderline
significance, while prior moving violations and prior alcohol-related accidents also approach
significance. Overall, it appears that those who obtain a hardship license have better prior
driving records. '

TABLE IV-7
1,562 FIRST DWI OFFENDERS WHO REINSTATED IMMEDIATELY

4 "CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS \
AND TIME OF REINSTATEMENT
VARIABLE R F P
Age +.10 1033 <.01
Geénder +.03 80 —
Prior License Violations -.07 335 =.06
Prior Moving Violations -.08 2.61 —
Prior Alcohol Accidents -05 291 —
Prior Alcohol Offenses 00 00 -
Prior Total Accidents =03 06 -
CORRELATION OF HARDSHIP LICENSE WITH
POST-CONVICTION DRIVING RECORD
Post Alcohol-Related Offenses -02 0.12 —
Post License Offenses -15 2346 <.01
Post Moving Violations -03 0.04 -
L Post Accidents -.01 0.04 — '
J

The bottom portion of Table IV-7 provides the correlations and F ratios between the
hardship licensing dummy variable and the post-driving record for these first offenders, who
reinstated "on time." As can be seen from this table, only the dependent variable
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"post-licensing offenses” is correlated with obtaining a hardship license. The correlation is
negative, meaning that those who obtain such licenses are less likely to have license offenses
in their post-conviction driving records.

Another group of special interest was those individuals who obtained a hardship license
but then failed to reinstate their driving licenses on time. To study the effect of delay in
reinstatement for individuals who obtained hardship licenses, the 1,085 first DWI offenders
who obtained hardship licenses and did reinstate during the two-year follow-up period were
separately analyzed. The data for this group are shown in Table IV-8.

TABLE IV-8

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIME OF REINSTATEMENT AND OTHER VARIABLES
AMONG 1,